was unable to reenter Germany, and became a stateless person until 1945. During the war years, he took refuge in Kenya; thereafter he returned to Germany, settled in Hamburg, and awaited the call to achieve the "new city" on a large scale. But, by the 1950s, the specific circumstances that had lent appeal to his work in the I920S were forgotten, and the call never came. During his last years, May was active in some important housing organizations in Germany and served occasionally as a planning consultant, but he never regained a position of real prominence. He died Grounds, the New Chancellery in Berlin, and the replanning of Berlin. In addition, as the Fdhrer's most favored architect and close personal friend, he was able, in theory at least, to name architects for any public building in Germany (under Hitler, during the depression, nearly all buildings were public), and to oversee and influence their designs as much as he wished. In practice, as so often in the Third Reich, Speer's power was contested by many other officials and by the other Nazi leaders, together with their favored architects. His power was also often undermined by the whims of Hitler himself. Nevertheless, Speer was able to set his stamp on a large number of buildings and projects, to the extent that many people then and now see his work as synonymous with Nazi architecture. Speer encouraged, and himself believed in, this identification: he saw himself as seeking a new style which would embody or represent the political ideals of the Fdhrer and of the thousand-year Reich.
Because of his role as minister under Hitler, his imprisonment for war crimes at Spandau (I946-i966),
and his series of apologias and public appearances after his release from Spandau, Speer is far better known as a political figure and as an architect than May. His career is still the subject of bitter debate in Germany and elsewhere. Speer himself, in his writings and in his many television appearances, was often unable to separate his architecture from his role as Hitler's confidante and, ultimately, as one of the most powerful Nazi officials in the German war effort. Thus it is not surprising that public debate about the merits of Speer-like architecture is often mired in pro-or anti-Nazi denunciations. This tendency to see Speer's architecture as uniquely representative of Hitler's government has become a particular problem recently, when post-modernist architects have increasingly felt a fondness for a historicist architecture somewhat akin to Speer's. I do not discuss Speer's architecture without relation to his politics, but I show that the relationship between the two was more complicated than many people think. I restrict my discussion almost entirely to the years when Speer served Hitler as an architect, rather than as a minister.
The careers of May and Speer can be viewed sequentially, in order to see how and for what ends they used their unusually powerful positions. Before he headed the Frankfurt building administration, May (i886-i970) had been a designer of small housing developments, known in German as Siedlungen (colonies). May had spent some of his early career working in England with Raymond Unwin, one of the leading architects of the garden city movement. In the early 1920S, May's housing designs still resembled Unwin's: small, village-like dwellings, with steeply pitched roofs. May's city planning continued to display the influence of garden city ideas throughout his career, but his architecture, by 1925 Frankfurt's origins begin with the Romans and the Franks. One of Germany's leading financial centers since the later Middle Ages, it was the site of momentous events in German history: the election and coronation of the Holy Roman Emperors on the R6merberg; the early declaration of adherence to a reformed religion in 1530, near the Lutherecke; and the framing of a constitution and parliament for a united Germany in i848, at the Paulskirche, which, though unsuccessful, left some imprint on the Bismarckian constitution and remained as a memory of hopes for national union under liberal auspices. Historically, Frankfurt was Roman, Imperial, Protestant, nationalistically German, wealthy, and liberal. Although it was absorbed into Germany via Prussian hegemony, the memory of these various traditions remained. The long and complex history of the city left a physical legacy as well: the small medieval core of the city was ringed by lavish parks and boulevards dating from early modern times. These parklands and newer residential areas were in turn ringed by neighboring towns which, with the progress of industrialization, began to grow inward toward the old city.
By the beginning of the twentieth century, Frankfurt's wealth was augmented by the growth of late industrial organization there; the city had come to be one of the principal sites of Germany's chemical and electrical industries. It was also, by that time, an important center of Social Democratic influence and an early locus of working-class housing reform movements. Frankfurt entered the Weimar Republic, therefore, with a population that was conscious of its history, but also extremely cosmopolitan, liberal, relatively well-to-do, and receptive to social reform. It had also recently entered a period of extremely rapid growth. As May grew up in Frankfurt, he must have been aware of these different traditions and contexts.
In 1924, Ludwig Landmann, city councillor and head of the office of housing policy in Frankfurt, became mayor. Landmann, who has been described by his biographer as more of a technocrat than a politician, was nevertheless a leading member of the Democratic Party in Frankfurt, and was brought to power by an overwhelming majority of Democrats and Social Democrats in the municipal elections. His stated program was the modernization of all aspects of municipal functions, but especially the improvement of transportation and housing conditions. He also planned and achieved the incorporation of many outlying towns and suburbs into an enlarged metropolitan area. In 1925, Landmann combined all of the older city offices concerned with planning and housing, extended them to the enlarged metropolitan area, and appointed May as the director of the whole. At this time May was known as a designer of public housing in Breslau, and as a recent convert to the architectural ideas of the Bauhaus. When May was called to Frankfurt, however, he had not yet executed a significant number of the buildings in the new style, nor had it been widely employed elsewhere in Germany.3
Landmann charged May with the task of improving transportation conditions within the city while retaining as much as possible of the historic character of its inner precincts. Above all, however, he was asked to develop a vast public housing program and to plan for current and future growth. May and Landmann began, shortly after the new appointment, to speak of the creation, in architecture and planning, of a "New Frankfurt," an embodiment of a "new era," suited to fast-moving traffic, high technology, and social reform.4
May's architectural response to his task can be summarized by a brief look at the house which he designed for himself in Frankfurt in I926 (Fig. I ). An austere cubic structure, executed in white stucco to resemble reinforced concrete, it looks like a module for prefabricated mass housing. Inside, the walls are bare plaster, also white; there are no moldings to obscure the sharp, apparently machine-made edges. Furnishings are sparse and geometric appearing, and the whole is flooded with light. Tillich said of this kind of architecture that it represented a religion of everyday life; for May this religion included, in addition, a deification of simplicity, which he saw as working class.5
But the main impact of May's ideas upon Frankfurt was in the satellite communities designed by him and his staff to the north of the old city, with a greenbelt in between. My examples are drawn mainly from two of these satellite communities, R6m-erstadt and Praunheim, both located in the Nidda valley to the northwest of the city. From a distance, these communities look like piled up and strung out versions of the housing module described above. To our eyes, accustomed to Moshe Safdie Habitats and the megastructural urban visions of the Japanese Metabolists, they are not so shocking, but in 1925 they looked like alien visitors at the edge of the older city. On closer examination it becomes clear that the kind of patterning which in most buildings of the International Style was created by the massing of a single building, or just by fenestration on a single facade, was in Frankfurt extended to whole communities (Fig. 2) . Each community was built up from simple geometric forms to a series of high points, creating an overall asymmetrical balance which gave the community stylistic coherence. This design coherence was reinforced by color: different streets were painted in contrasting colors, so that the overall effect was of a kind of three-dimensional Mondrian, writ very large. The street pattern reinforced the integrity of each community, which was bordered by broad, trollyserved boulevards, linking it to the old city. Within each community, winding and increasingly narrow streets and footpaths created a unifying pattern (Fig. 3) .
The dwellings in these new communities were very small. Reflecting the lingering effects of his garden city training, May chose to build not the more economical high-rise structures with which others in Germany were beginning to experiment, but lowrise buildings, never more than four stories, and as often as possible only two or three. One corollary of the rather lavish use of land necessitated by this practice was to make the dwelling units small in order to keep them economical. Since these dwellings were also intended from the start to provide low-cost housing for (Fig.  4) . The Frankfurt dwellings also usually contained a largely prefabricated pullman kitchen, which came to be known as the Frankfirter Kache, and a very small, prefabricated bath unit, the Frankfirter Bad. These were the elements of what came to be known in Germany as Die Wohnungfir das Existenzminimum, the minimal dwelling, the solution to Germany's (and the industrialized world's) housing shortage and to the demographic crisis then seen to be approaching. The minimal dwelling, and May's solutions for it, were widely appreciated, and formed the subject of the first and second organizational meetings of CIAM (Congres Internationaux d'Architecture Moderne) in I928 and 1929. May was one For May, Taut, and others, the minimal dwelling meant a rejection of things, a concentration on the simplest and most universalforms, and the erection into an aesthetic dogma of a way of life simple enough for the poor and therefore appropriate for all. Ironically, many of May's dwellings turned out to be too expensive for the working classes, and were populated by middle-class intellectuals and professionals.
Apart from these innovative dwelling designs, the Frankfurt Siedlungen were held together formally by overall massing and pattern, and by a complex street pattern which was both urbane (on the broad boulevards) and neighborly (on the smaller streets). Each settlement also included a variety of community facilities. In addition to shops, churches, restaurants, and central laundries, innovative educational institutions were incorporated into nearly every development. Martin Elsaesser's schools in Praunheim and elsewhere implemented the ideas of Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi and of more recent educational reformers, such as Hermann Lietz, by emphasizing manual labor, outdoor gymnastics, and training in horticulture as part of their curriculum. One Siedlung included a community building which housed a pre-school day care center; others had rooftop nurseries for infants.9
In addition, each Siedlung had gardens. Row houses had their own gardens to the rear, and apartment dwellings had individual garden plots grouped together. The gardens were originally conceived as truck gardens, for raising fruits and vegetables. In a few cases, additional large plots were set aside nearby, so that larger crops could be cultivated. Surrounding the gardens, lying behind the rows of buildings, were parks: parks for playing fields, parks with romantic walks along the Nidda River, adapted from a long tradition of English landscape design. And, leading down from the main boulevard of R6merstadt, a large swath of open land served as a sheepfold. The shocking appearance of the grazing sheep next to the abstract geometry of the housing highlights some of the tensions and ambiguities that lay beneath the surface of May's "new architecture" for a "new Frankfurt."
The imagery of May's architecture and urban design was not merely that of a socially conscious or even socialist housing reform. The layout of the new communities depended partly on the tradition of broad boulevards developed in Frankfurt from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries, and partly on the narrow, winding streets of the oldest parts of the late medieval inner city. The greenbelt arrangement was related to the British garden city movement and to its German offshoots of the early twentieth century; the sheepfold and the park paths had a similar origin. Most of us will admire the accomplishments of May in Frankfurt, even though we may realize that they could not have been achieved, in a democracy, without a very strong authoritystronger in fact than most democracies are willing to allow their architects and planners. May's powers were more akin to those of Andre Le Notre and Baron Georges Eugene von Haussmann than Edmund Bacon; indeed, for the term of his office, he had a more independent authority than any past architect dependent upon the whim of an absolute monarch. May himself took this authority for granted: it was necessary in order to achieve what he wanted to achieve, and nothing less would have done. And what he wanted to achieve, he said, was not merely a solution to In these positions, he was in charge of the replanning of Berlin and Nuremberg and either designed new buildings for these cities, or supervised the choice of architects. He also played a part in vast plans to restructure many other German cities and here too often influenced the choice of architects. Many of these plans remained unexecuted, but they were repeatedly displayed as models and photographed for Nazi publications as evidence of the new Reich's will to build and of the creation of a new, National Socialist architecture, one which was designed "for the people," but which also embodied a specifically national and Germanic tradition. 13 Because Speer worked so closely with Hitler it is still difficult to come to an unbiased decision as to whose ideas were whose. One case in which it is clear that Hitler played a major role was the project for rebuilding Berlin, a plan of which both were very proud. The plan envisioned the construction of two great transportation axes which would meet in the Platz der Republik (the former K6nigsplatz), the site of the recently burned Reichstag. The east/west portion of these axes would join Unter den Linden, the Pariser Platz, and the Charlottenburger Chaussee, in a new grand boulevard reaching out to a new system of ring roads around Berlin. The north/south portion of the axes would be shorter and more ceremonial. It would join the old Lehrter and Anhalter railroad stations (remodelled and part of a revised rail network) by a great street along which would be monumental new administrative buildings for the new Reich. Extensions of the north/south axis, beyond the railroad stations, were also to have joined the ring road. Bridging the lower end of the north/ south axis was to be a 400-foot high version of the Arc de Triomphe, which Speer says was Hitler's design. At the head of the axis was to be another giant building, a great domed hall for gatherings of the Nazi faithful. 14 The domed hall was to be part of a huge complex of buildings encasing the Platz der Republik, which would include a mammoth residence and chancellery for Hitler and administrative buildings built up around the Reichstag, the ruins of which were to be preserved as a memorial. South of the domed hall, which appears in models to have been a version of the United States Capitol, inflated, like the triumphal arch, to gigantic size, were to be new ministries and offices, museums, an opera, and "palaces" for some of the other Nazi leaders. Speer also claimed that Hitler had a hand in the design of the Great Hall, but that he himself was the principal architect of the rest of the scheme. models the products of a Semitic people. His protestations of admiration for Greek architecture, however, must have been conditioned by some notion of what he thought he ought to say, as a Nazi, and by a belief that this was what Hitler would like to hear. For Hitler's sake, and, one must assume, for his own sake too, Speer was committed to finding some expression for the nationalism of Nazi ideology, as well as for its references to populism. He explicitly rejected the "Germanic" styles of some Nazi architects. In the search for a rationale, it was the link between German, Aryan, and Greek which seemed to fit. Clearly, though, Speer's overriding desire was to create an architecture which looked durable and old.22
In architects, no Hitler ruled, and both Nazism and Fascism were unfamiliar movements. Government officials described the buildings of the PWA as modern temples to democracy.23 Speer's work was part of a more widespread international style than May's. Does this mean that Speer lied about his buildings, or that he and Hitler perpetrated a giant hoax about the ideological content of Nazi architecture? Or was it simply the case that Speer was taking inspiration from other contemporary architects and transforming their ideas to his own ends? I think that none of these statements is true. Speer had not travelled much when he became Hitler's architect, and there is little evidence that he knew of buildings similar to his own outside of Germany. There is also no evidence that he was other than sincere in his belief that he was developing a style which was specifically national socialist.
Instead, I suggest that the resemblances among public buildings in almost every Western country during the 1930S and 1940S were parallel developments, spurred by similar underlying political and social needs. These were depression years in every Western country. Each government felt the need to assure its citizens of its strength and durability, and each wanted a building style which was both modern and somehow old. Each government also appreciated a building style which seemed both universal and national. American, British, French, Italian, and Russian architects doubtless arrived at the rationale for their buildings by a different route than Speer's contorted reasoning about Greeks, Aryans, and ancient empires. But the impetus behind their reasoning, although in no sense Nazi, may nevertheless have resembled Speer's in certain particulars.
Ellenius has argued that, in modern Western societies since the early nineteenth century, the twin forces of nationalism and democracy have had a common effect upon the forms of public art. All Western societies, he writes, attempted in the nineteenth century to find historical references for their public buildings and monuments, references which satisfied the demands of increasing nationalism, yet were, at the same time, intelligible to an increasingly untutored popular audience in an increasingly democratic era. The result in architecture, according to Ellenius, was an ever greater abstraction from history: toward the end of the century a number of national monuments suggested their tie to a continuous national identity by massive masonry alone.24
Although I see some problems in applying Ellenius' argument to all government-sponsored architecture since the beginning of the nineteenth century, his reasoning helps us understand the public architecture of Western democracies and pseudo-democracies in the depression era. Everywhere, the effort to find a national style, clearly dependent on some tradition, clearly intended for the service of the people and intelligible to them, resulted in the style which has been termed 'stripped classicism," but might better be described as "modernized antique." Speer was no less sure that his work was national socialist than was Cret that his was democratic, Piacentini that his was fascist, or Azema that his was republican. All of these architects were responding to underlying political and social realities, but they were mistaken about the nature of their expression of specific political programs. This conclusion sheds considerable light on the political role of architects in power, and on the difficulties confronting the historian in interpreting the political significance of architecture.25
In comparing the careers of May and Speer, I have not offered a complete biography of either man, or a complete account of their works. Rather, I have called attention to certain common themes in the role of architects in public life in the twentieth century, and have suggested problems, and some solutions, in discussing the relationships between architecture and politics. The evidence of these two cases, at least, suggests that architects are not necessarily men of high political principles, or even people who are very intelligent about politics. It is clear that for May and Speer, the building or buildings came first, resulting from a specific creative vision, and the rationales came later and were less important. Underlying both the rationales and the formal vision was, in each case, a deeper guiding idea, which remained Giuseppe Vago and the other architects of the League of Nations complex in Geneva must have believed that the best modern national style was also the best expression for a building which would assemble nations together. relatively inarticulate. May's deepest desire was to build a new society out of the best of the old; Speer's, to preserve the appearance of the old in the service of a new monumental architecture.
Both cases also show (and evidence for this point could easily be multiplied) that, to achieve major commissions in the twentieth century, great power, or the patronage of great power, is necessary. Major architectural commissions in the twentieth century tend to be government buildings, and they tend often to be part of a larger planning process. To achieve the realization of an architect's goals, it would seem almost necessary that he either become a dictator of style himself, or find a dictator as a patron. In the process, he will also almost necessarily become a planner, because of the scale of modern building needs and the nature of government response to them. In short, to carry through largescale projects, both May and Speer, men of radically differing views of the good society, were altogether willing to set aside the democratic process: to plan on a large scale for people's own good, whether they liked it or not. It is worrying that both were naive about politics, but not about power.
The In studying the relationships between architecture and politics, historians must be willing to consult every kind of historical evidence: the nature of the creative process at a given historical moment; the public statements of intent by both architect and patron; the buildings themselves; the reactions of the users to both statements and buildings; the context, architectural and political, of the works and the writings; and the fundamental social and political conditions under which both appear. Since architects in power, at least in the twentieth century, seek to please many masters, and since buildings do not speak for themselves, the task is particularly complex. The rewards, however, are correspondingly great, since they include a fuller understanding of all the levels of life and consciousness, from the most public and programmatic, to the most private and irrational.
